This article seeks to understand why detailed personal information about accused criminals and convicts was recorded from the late eighteenth century in England, and why some of this information was converted into statistics from the 1820s, such that by 1860 extensive information about criminals' physical characteristics and backgrounds was regularly collected and tabulated. These developments in record-keeping and statistics were mostly the result of local initiatives and imperatives, revealing a grass-roots information-gathering culture, with limited central government direction. Rather than primarily driven by efforts at control or the practical demands of judicial administration, the substantial amount of information recorded reveals a strong and widely-held desire to understand the criminal, long before the self-conscious enterprise of 'criminology' was invented.
Introduction
By 1860 vast amounts of personal information about criminals were collected, and summarised statistically: in addition to their names, offences, verdicts, and sentences, details were recorded about ages, places of birth, occupations, marital status, number of children, and parentage; descriptions of their physical appearance (height, weight, eye and hair colour, 'build', marks, and tattoos); whether they could read and write, their education, and their religion; and previous convictions, character, and behaviour in prison. In contrast, one hundred years earlier virtually none of this information was routinely collected: court and prison records normally documented only names, offences, verdicts, and sentences; and the few statistics that were compiled were likewise limited to numbers of prosecutions and punishments. Historians have argued that a new 'taste for the collection of information' about society developed in the eighteenth century (Innes 2009: 124) but, until the very end of that century, this rarely extended to personal information about criminals.
How did record-keeping evolve from a situation where the personal characteristics of the criminal did not seem to matter to one where his or her individual characteristics were thoroughly documented, and often counted? This article tells the story of this fundamental transformation, identifying who was responsible for collecting such information, and why.
Our subject is the personal information that was recorded in the documents routinely kept by, or passed on to, local and national officials about accused and convicted criminals in England in the period 1780-1860. We are not concerned with the information that had long been collected about crimes, verdicts, and punishments, nor do we consider the recording of personal details about convicts in the very different contexts of Scotland or Australia.
1 The innovations discussed here were all in place before they were consolidated in the records mandated by the 1869 Habitual Offenders Act, and they presage later-nineteenth-century developments such as the nationwide introduction of photographing arrestees and fingerprinting (Higgs 2011: 122) . The period 1780-1860 thus represents a key and distinct phase in the history of criminal record-keeping that requires analysis in itself.
This is a period that has been closely associated with the wider development of an 'information state' in England, devoted to the collection and manipulation of personal data about its subjects (Higgs 2004: 10-27 ). Yet there is little agreement about who initiated such developments, and why. In focussing on the nation state, political and sociological narratives have seen the creation of these bureaucratic institutions as a deliberate attempt by the dominant elite to introduce new forms of governance and administrative control in the wake of the Industrial Revolution (Giddens 1995; Dandeker 1990 ). Others, developing Michel
Foucault's theory of 'governmentality ' (1979; 2007) , have instead viewed the knowledge created as a new form of power exercised by both the state and civil society, acting as a constellation of 'governmental authorities' (including families, institutions, and experts) (Garland 1997: 175; O'Malley 2010; Dean 2010: 145, 152-3) . In this vein, new forms of information-gathering, particularly in total institutions such as the prison and under the systems created by the New Poor Law, are seen as an exercise in disciplinary power; a means to stigmatise, control, and normalise the individual (Walker 2008) . In contrast to both these approaches, some recent studies (Devereaux 2009: 752; Eastwood 1989) have shown that developments in information-gathering were in fact often undertaken by local officials acting solely for their own functional purposes (including the enforcement of criminal justice).
Other scholars have turned away from the state (local and national) as a political and social entity and have instead stressed the cultural roots of information gathering; identifying an emerging positivist tradition marked, first, by the growth of 'political arithmetic' in the later seventeenth century (Slack 2004) , and subsequently by the 'moral statistics' of the early nineteenth (Cullen 1975; Donnelly 1998) ; both underpinned by the increasing cultural weight of 'facts' and empirically-collected information (Poovey 1998 ).
The significant innovations in criminal record-keeping that took place in the later eighteenth and nineteenth centuries provide the opportunity to examine the rise of the information state from new perspectives, focusing on local initiatives and on the purposes for which such detailed information was collected. These innovations are particularly important from a criminological perspective, since they mark a significant early ambition to understand criminality. The records created have acquired further importance in the digital age, as they make it possible to reconstruct convict lives, as the AHRC-funded Digital Panopticon project has done with the lives of 90,000 Old Bailey convicts who were either transported to Australia or imprisoned in England between 1780 and 1865.
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Why did personal information about criminals start to be collected from 1780, and who was responsible for these innovations? Far from being the product of an increasingly powerful national administrative machine, we argue that most of the initiative in this area came from local officials without compulsion from the central state. It resulted, moreover, from a broad moral and empirically-driven desire to better understand the criminal and the causes of crime, and was not primarily an attempt to control offenders or serve the instrumental needs of judicial administration. As such, we suggest, this story provides evidence of one of the first stages in the history of criminology as an intellectual enterprise in England.
The Pattern of Information Collection [Insert Table 1 here] The key developments, summarised in Table 1 , may be grouped into five stages:
• The first major innovations, in the late eighteenth century, were the recording of ages in the registers of the hulks (following the introduction of this punishment after the cessation of transportation to the American colonies), and the creation of the criminal registers in 1791 by the sheriffs of London and Middlesex. The latter recorded, largely in tabular form, information about the ages, places of birth, occupations, and physical descriptions for each person accused of a crime and committed to Newgate
Prison.
• The second stage came with the opening of the first national penitentiary, Millbank
Prison, in 1816, whose registers also included information about prisoners' mental state (their character, behaviour, and religion) and family circumstances (marital status for both sexes, number of children for female prisoners).
• The third stage involved the compilation of the first substantial statistics. Whereas the first official, national returns, in the 1810s and 1820s, only concerned sex, age, previous commitments, and whether prisoners fell sick or were punished for infractions within the prisons, a much wider range of information was tabulated by some prison chaplains and other local officials from the 1830s.
• The fourth stage, in the 1830s and 1840s, saw important new developments in existing record series including the hulks registers and criminal registers, with a focus on education (literacy skills, which were summarised in official statistics in 1835, and degree of previous instruction), as well as information about family and friends, and, in the registers of the newly built Pentonville Prison, prisoner weights.
• Finally, the 1850s witnessed developments --although limited --in official statistics, as the Home Office and Parliament began to collate national-level data on a handful of subjects that had long been investigated by some local officials, including convict birthplaces and occupations. National tables summarising prisoners' religious denominations and previous schooling were also published in 1853, but this experiment was not repeated.
Inevitably, the process was not as straightforward as this schematic summary suggests: some developments stopped after a few years and only resumed later, while others, first found in some local records, were not implemented nationally for many years. The amount of information collected in the criminal registers, for example, was significantly curtailed in the early nineteenth century, only to be restored in the 1830s (TNA, HO 26/1-43, passim). In addition, local officials unsurprisingly sometimes failed to fill in some of the columns in registers they were responsible for. These gaps help explain why the compilation of national statistics lagged behind the keeping of records on individuals. But the sum total of these developments nonetheless represents a revolution in record-keeping of the personal characteristics of English men and women; it was only with respect to national security (members of the armed forces, merchant seamen, and aliens) that more detailed records were kept in this period (Higgs 2011: 107-19 Office took it over, because it recognised how useful such records were when making decisions about pardons (Devereaux 1998: 281-5 (Forsythe 1987: 48) . John Clay, for instance, chaplain to the Preston House of Correction, adopted a set of registers in 1839 for recording a vast range of information about those committed to the jail (Figure 1 ).
[Insert Figure Why were some local officials so keen to expand the range of information collected about their charges? We can identify some very practical reasons, but ultimately as the following paragraphs suggest, these instrumental factors do not fully explain the development of record-keeping, leading to the conclusion that the officials concerned were more often motivated by a desire to better understand their subjects, and thus the nature and causes of crime.
While the police were not in the forefront of innovations in record-keeping in this period, long-held requirements of policing, in terms of arresting suspects and apprehending escapees from prisons, explain why physical descriptions of suspects, including heights, eye and hair colour, complexion, and distinguishing marks, had long been recorded. From at least the sixteenth century, information about physical characteristics was disseminated by advertisement or handbill to encourage others to arrest suspects (Griffiths 2008: 255) . From the 1750s John Fielding was a key figure in promoting the collection and use of descriptive information about suspects. He urged victims, constables, and fellow JPs to send him information which he then distributed widely through newspaper advertisements. He used his
Bow Street office as a clearinghouse for storing this information, including information about prisoners acquitted at the Old Bailey and convicts who had returned from transportation before their sentence had been served. Details included physical descriptions as well as 'their occupations, their customary aliases and disguises… their modus operandi', and their place of birth and age (Beattie 2012: 12, 28) .
It is obvious why physical descriptions and aliases would have been useful for identifying suspects, but it is less clear why details of occupation, place of birth, and age were included. While occupations were a traditional form of identification and could be seen as indicative of appearance, this would have been of limited use since workers frequently moved between jobs. With respect to age, one of the details collected earliest, Fielding wrote 'although it will be common for criminals to change their names, they cannot alter their age or figure'. In fact, ongoing research suggests that there is evidence of some distortion in the ages reported to clerks, though one could not stretch too far the limits of plausibility. Was the case similar with place of birth: were people's accents so marked by their place of birth that this too, was thought to be impossible to alter? Perhaps more plausibly, this information was collected out of a vague desire to gain a more in-depth understanding of the individuals under arrest.
The requirements of policing might also explain why information was collected about where prisoners' friends and relatives lived, or their former places of abode. This was collected from the 1830s in hulks records, and in prison registers and prison capture papers in the 1840s, with the latter also recording parents' occupations and marital status. All this information might have been used to keep track of 'known associates' of convicts (though there is no evidence of this practice) and to help monitor those released from prison (in the context of the decline of transportation in this period), but this information was collected long before the first scheme for monitoring released offenders was implemented, in the 1864 Penal Servitude Act. Once again, more information was collected by local officials than can be explained by legal and practical requirements.
Another set of practical reasons for collecting information about criminals was to assist those responsible for reaching sentencing and pardoning decisions, and determining penal regimes for those committed to prison. The Old Bailey Proceedings consistently reported the age of convicts from 1790, and there is evidence that the judges' sentences did vary by age (King 2000: 298) . Information about previous convictions was kept (erratically) from 1791 in the criminal registers, and this might have been used to shape sentences, though there is no evidence that judges actually had access to the criminal registers. It was certainly used to determine post-sentencing pardons, when, as a clerk acknowledged in 1797, 'distinguishing between old and new offenders' was particularly important (HOCPP 1797: 325; Devereaux 1998: 283-5) .
While information about previous convictions and periods of confinement, as well as prisoners' characters and conduct in prison, may have been useful in determining the character and length of penal regimes once the progressive stage system was introduced in the late 1840s, there is no evidence of the use of such information for this purpose when it was first collected earlier in the century, when prison regimes were remarkably uniform (Zedner 1991: 212) . Apparently the result of local initiative, prison clerks noted 'character sent with the prisoner' in the Millbank registers and hulks returns (for those prisoners who had been imprisoned for three months or more) from 1824. Gaolers' reports in prison and hulk records continue into the 1830s, reflecting a wider interest in the character of offenders at this time (Wiener 1990: 46-9 also their level of religious knowledge and categories of schools attended (Carter 1859: 349-61; HOCPP, 1840a: 370) . Others produced statistics the weekly earnings of prisoners prior to their committal, the numbers of prisoners' children and siblings, the marital status of offenders, and the offender's place of residence and the location of the crime (HOCPP 1846: 192; 1850a: 57; 1842a: 143; 1840a: 370 (Cullen 1975; Emsley 2007: 117-34 ). appropriate subjects for the national criminal statistics, but nothing on these heads was subsequently compiled by Whitehall. As we have seen, such information were being kept in some local jurisdictions by 1857, yet the central state was clearly unwilling to coordinate the extension of this to a nationwide scale. If the first half of the nineteenth century therefore witnessed the 'birth' of criminal statistics (Radzinowicz and Hood 1990: 91) , to the extent that this extended beyond numbers of crimes, verdicts, and punishments it was driven more by local officials and amateur enthusiasts than it was by Whitehall.
Understanding the Criminal
To a limited extent, the efforts of prison chaplains and the Home Office to collect statistics on the personal details of offenders were motivated by the demands of judicial policy-making and penal administration. In the case of the central government these number-crunching efforts were given impetus by the post-1816 increase in recorded crime: clearly there was an attempt by Whitehall and Parliament to understand the level of crime, and this 'helped in turn to generate the first hesitant (and methodologically naive) attempts to investigate the roots of criminal behaviour, the ages and backgrounds of offenders and the effects of various judicial policies upon them' (King 1998: 156 435-7 ). Yet such cases were relatively rare: select committees on criminal matters for the most part relied on the qualitative oral testimony of witnesses, and in those instances when committees did refer to criminal statistics, this was usually restricted to data on crimes, verdicts, and punishments, rather than the personal details of offenders. 7 In some local prisons statistics were used to monitor the moral, intellectual, and physical development of prisoners during their confinement (e.g. HOCPP 1842a: 143; 1843: 145; 1846: 188) . Prisoner weights, for example, were collected and tabulated so as to monitor the effects of prison diets and work on health, and thus informed changes to prison regimes (HOCPP 1835: 725; 1850b: 358) .
Statistics were more often used, however, to understand criminality. This key impetus was often cited by those prison chaplains who kept detailed records and statistics about the subjects under their care. For John Clay, data collection on offenders was more important for understanding the causes of crime on a societal level than for shaping prison discipline in relation to specific offenders (Clay 1861: 492 was primarily a community of souls, and it was thus imperative --for the spiritual health of humankind, if nothing else --to reform the 'lost' souls of prisoners. This was something that could be achieved, it was believed, even in the worst of cases (Downing and Forsythe 2003: 146) . If crime was the product of individual moral failings, borne of misguided spirits, it was incumbent upon prison chaplains to investigate how such souls had become obstructed by the stumbling blocks of ignorance, corrupting influences, and fouled environments. These developments in record-keeping and statistics reflected wider shifts in contemporary thought about the causes of crime: from an interest in the relationship between education and crime in the 1830s, to socio-economic factors in the 1840s and 50s, and the influence of criminogenic neighbourhoods, recidivism, and bad company in the 1860s (Radzinowicz and Hood 1990: 49-84) . The recording and counting of specific categories of information can therefore be seen as part of wider attempts to understand the criminal and the causes of crime. Thus, the Surrey gaol chaplain William Rowe started to collect information in 1845 on whether prisoners had lost their mother, father, or both parents by the age of 17 in order to identify the extent to which crime was due to 'the want of domestic government' (HOCPP 1846: 192) . John Clay's tabulation of the value of property stolen by prisoners convicted of larceny meanwhile was intended to show 'how little or how much will tempt to dishonesty' (HOCPP 1842a: 84) . By recording and counting prisoners' occupations he also sought to uncover the relationship between apparently 'optional' or 'irregular' employments and the tendency towards criminality (Clay 1857: 32) .
The Origins of Criminology David Garland notes there was also a tradition of empirical studies of criminal justice and punishment dating back to the late eighteenth century, he argues that interest in the criminal per se was a late nineteenth century development (Garland 1994: 36) . But the evidence presented here suggests that this empirical tradition is more important than previously acknowledged.
Prior to the late eighteenth century, understandings of crime were based on a universalist conception of sin, which explained crime as the inevitable consequence of What followed is what Garland described as 'a governmental project', 'the long series of empirical inquiries which, since the eighteenth century, have sought to enhance the efficient and equitable administration of justice by charting patterns of crime and monitoring the practice of police and prisons' (Garland 1994: 18 From the 1850s, the activities we have discussed here were supplemented by entrepreneurial social investigators who, building on wider investigations into social conditions of the working class from the 1830s (Yeo 1971: 52-3) , included criminality in their surveys (Philips 2001: 63-83) . Most substantially, Henry Mayhew and his team of investigators carried out systematic surveys of the living and working conditions, and associated criminal practices, of the London poor, in which he sought not only to classify criminality, but also explain its causes (Mayhew 1861; Radzinowicz and Hood 1990: 77-83 ).
Mayhew's famous survey represents the culmination of the processes we have been discussing, but was also an important turning point. In their writings and statistical tables, Mayhew and his collaborators refer to the various personal characteristics of criminals which
were increasingly recorded and counted in this period: age, sex, place of residence, education, religion, and physical characteristics. But while this could have pointed to a more individualistic and therapeutic approach to crime, their belief in the existence of a criminal class which almost amounted to a separate race pointed to a conception of criminality which was increasingly defined as produced by a homogeneous group of habitual offenders who were thought to be beyond reformation and in need of containment. This view, widely held by 1860, facilitated the acceptance of Lombroso's physiognomic ideas in the following decades (Bailey 1993: 242-5; Godfrey et al. 2008: 12-14) .
This understanding of the nature and causes of crime espoused by mid-century social investigators is not one we recognise today, but their methods are in many respects recognizably modern. They suggest, when placed alongside the record-keeping and statistical practices described here, that the desire to understand crime was a significant form of governmentality. There was clearly a desire to control the criminal among the widelydispersed group of local and national officials and self-appointed information-gathering entrepreneurs who pioneered the recording of a wide range of personal data and the production of innovative statistics. But in some respects the 'history of the present' focus of governmentality theory makes it ill-suited to make sense of these nineteenth-century developments: power was much more diffused, and other motivations, including strong religious and moral concerns, were at play (Gunn 2006: 716-17; Garland 1997: 193-204) . If control of the prisoner was really the goal, much more could have been done, and more consistently, in terms of putting collected information to use. Moreover, as we have seen, record keeping and statistical initiatives were sometimes at cross-purposes to those of the Home Office, which at times actively discouraged them. We also need to recognise, as prison officers did, the agency of convicts in resisting such control and shaping the information provided. Before the introduction of prison capture papers, few others knew their ages, places of birth, occupations, and religions, and some prisoners enjoyed their own form of power, reinventing aspects of their past to, for example, avoid harsher punishments for those with previous convictions or secure more comfortable prison conditions (Priestly 1985, 11, 116-17; Zedner 1991, 151-2; HOCPP 1837-8: 78) . Theories of governmentality need to be less 'top-down' and pay more attention to the emotionally-driven motivations and agency of local actors (Gunn 2006: 716; Garland 1997: 202) . 
